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Abstract 
 This work focuses on the preference theory and shows that this theory 
is valid also in the Czech labour market. In this paper, we posed three 
hypotheses, which we verified using four models with 2011 data about 1984 
Czech employees. The first hypothesis says that women will prefer intrinsic 
rewards compared to high wages more likely than men. This hypothesis was 
verified. It turns out that women prefer higher wages against other 
nonmonetary job characteristics with 6% lower probability. The second 
hypothesis that women with a university education will prefer intrinsic 
rewards with the same probability as men the same degree was also verified. 
Czech data, however, shows that university education is associated with 40% 
higher preferences of intrinsic rewards, which is inconsistent with previous 
findings. Thirdly, it was shown that women prefer less risk than men, by 0.7 
points on a scale of 0-10, while gender does not matter among people with 
university education. 
 
Keywords: Gender economics, preference theory, risk preferences, wage 
preferences 
 
Introduction  
 The tendency of men and women to choose different occupations and 
job positions on the labour market is an important information for employers 
and has a number of implications for the labour market, the whole society and 
individual candidates.  There are industries and jobs sought more by men than 
women and vice versa, and this is one of the causes of the difference in 
earnings between men and women (O'Connell & Betz, 1996, Hakim 2000, 
Blau & Kahn, 2007).  According to Daymont and Andrisani (1984), this 
                                                          
3 This article uses anonymized data from research for the project of the Czech Science 
Foundation, No. GAP402/11/2462. The opinions and findings presented in this paper are 
exclusively of the authors.  
European Scientific Journal February 2018 edition Vol.14, No.4 ISSN: 1857 – 7881 (Print) e - ISSN 1857- 7431 
74 
explains, for example, from one to two thirds of the earnings differential.  This 
gender segregation is the subject of an intensive research, oriented among 
others on identifying the causes of different gender choices on the labour 
market, both on the demand side and the supply side.  
 This paper aims to determine preferences regarding job descriptions 
for data from the Czech labour market.  It examines whether there are 
differences in preferences of the salary, non-financial nature of the job and the 
risk between the  Czech men and women.  
 The deciding about hiring labour is influenced by the decisions of 
employers about whom to hire for appropriate jobs.  They are governed, 
besides the quality of candidates, both general and personal experience.  Some 
authors in this regard indicate that women often have to face societal and 
employers´ stereotypes, therefore, the general habit of hiring men exclusively 
for certain positions.  Employers thus build a barrier to women's access to 
certain job positions, and often even those most influential in the organization, 
which can result in slower advance in their career, or the in inability to achieve  
certain job positions (the glass ceiling) (Huffman et al., 2010 ).  Others write 
about trying to preserve the "privilege" of men to occupy certain positions 
(Blau & Kahn, 2000).  
 Gender segregation may also come from the supply side of the market.  
Women and men make different decisions about their choice of job.  Research 
in this line agree that men and women make different choices already in the 
selection of the field of education and it then establishes their different 
preferences in choosing a job;  women aspire for some jobs much less than 
men (Daymont & Andrisani 1984, Becker, 1985 a 1997,  Hull & Nelson, 2000, 
England and Li, 2006).  
 Why men and women choose different jobs and make different career 
decisions? This is also  explained by the individual preferences of the 
particular characteristics of the job position.  A man prefers a job with 
characteristics that he or she values individually at most;  be it the  wage rate, 
intellectual challenge, or social prestige. There is a rich literature that argues 
that these preferred characteristics for men and women differ, therefore, that 
men and women seek jobs with different characteristics. This article will focus 
specifically on those preferences on the Czech labour market.  
 
Theoretical background: a Literature Review 
 As far as preferences for specific characteristics of the job position are 
concerned, the literature is essentially based on traditional family roles, where 
the man is the one who provides for the family financially, is the primarily 
earning person, while a woman is possibly a secondarily earning person, 
because she takes a greater share of responsibility for the functioning of the 
household and childcare (Hakim, 2000).  To that end, women spend a 
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considerable portion of their forces, and therefore tend to be willing and 
prepared to perform less effort on the labour market than men (Bielby & 
Bielby, 1988).  It then influences different requirements and expectations of 
the job position, since women count on the fact that the duration of their 
participation in the labour market will be shorter than men, and therefore their 
investment in human capital may be lower (Becker, 1964).  Already selecting 
the field of university studies, the men and women prepare for different 
industries and jobs in the labour market.  Generally speaking, men more than 
women choose e.g. to study mathematics, IT, business, finance, engineering, 
women prefer disciplines of humanities, health, education.  Despite the 
growing number of women in non-traditional fields for them, the differences 
persist (Polachek, 1978, Miles, 2013).  The validity of the theory of 
preferences for the Czech Republic was verified by Brožová and Stroukal 
(2015).  
 Daymont and Andrisani (1984) tested the importance of the four 
characteristics of job position and career: the opportunity to earn money, the 
opportunity to be a leader, an opportunity to help others and the opportunity 
to work with people.  It turned out that these attributes unanimously identify 
differences in the preferences of men and women.  Men more than women felt 
the opportunity to earn money as a very important aspect for job and career 
choice.  Men are assertive and dominant, more than women, and more than 
women felt the importance of choosing a job or career that offers the 
opportunity to be a leader.  On the other hand, women more often than men 
marked important to be able to help others or society and appreciated the 
opportunity to work with the right people.  Male preference for making money 
or for the opportunity to be a leader increases the likelihood of search positions 
in business, finance, IT, while traditional female preference helping others or 
working with people creates the opposite effect: preference for humanities, 
health, education.  
 Betz and O'Connell (1989) also report that when choosing a job, men 
more than women consider the level of income, job security and career 
possibilities, while women emphasize the opportunities to use special abilities 
or to work with people.  The traditional division of labour in the family leads 
women to award less time-consuming work, because women feel more 
pressure to reconcile work and family life than men (Meneghan 1991, Moen, 
1992).  If a woman in connection with these preferences chooses certain types 
of employment that are at a disadvantage on the labour market, it is not a 
consequence of any restriction or even discrimination, but of their own choice 
(O'Connell & Betz, 1996).  The finding by Marini et al.  (1996), that women 
assessed the money as less important characteristic of a job than men, is in 
accordance.  
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 Konrad et al. (2005) come with a slightly different point of view and 
different findings. They focused their attention solely on students of MBA 
programme (they examined a sample of 171 men and women).  All of them, 
men and women, were led to entry into the programme by their common 
preference for high wages and good employment opportunities for careers.  
The authors investigated whether family responsibilities limit career, and more 
so for women than for men.  Here is the original expectation not confirmed;  
data showed that family responsibilities does not have a significant effect on 
the result of career for men and women.  The presence of a partner, eventually 
children, and the need for a certain number of hours of housework had no 
significant impact on career outcomes.  But the authors themselves state that 
their respondents were followed only three years after joining the programme.  
They do not rule out that the impact on their career may occur later.  
 Already earlier Konrad et al.  (2000a) conducted a meta-analysis of 
242 studies elaborated between the years 1970-1998 in the US, and revealed 
significant gender differences in 33 out of 40 preferential characteristics 
regarding job positions and careers.  In a similar study (Konrad et al., 2000b) 
specifically aimed at managers (meta-analysis of 31 studies), they found 
differences, but not significant between the preferences of men and women, in 
9 out of 21 investigated characteristics of the job position.  Another 12 gender 
differences showed significant.  According to them, e.g. men considered 
earnings and accountability as more  important characteristics of work than 
women, while women consider job security, social prestige of the job, new 
challenges, the importance of the task, the variety of work, safety of work, 
good colleagues and good leadership, and comfortable working environment 
for more important characteristics of work than men.  Especially the prestige 
of work and new challenges are characteristics that are, according to the 
authors of the study, more consistent with masculine rather than feminine 
ideology.  And so the fact that women consider the challenges and prestige as 
more important features than men, contradicts, according to the authors, the 
expected gender roles.  The authors formulate conclusions that e.g. the fact 
that men ascribe great importance to earnings and accountability implies that 
they seek higher wages more than women.  The finding that women give more 
importance to security of the work and comfortable environment, means that 
they are willing to exchange earnings for non-monetary aspects of the job.  
One should not forget that the observed differences were small.  The authors 
state that greater differences discovered were discovered within each sex than 
between them (Konrad et al. 2000a, p. 126).  
 The next chapter will formulate three hypotheses for the verification 
of which we will set four models in the second chapter.  In the third chapter 
we will present data and in the last chapter results of the estimated models 
including discussion.  
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The Hypotheses  
 Tolbert and Moen (1998) hypothesized that men are more likely than 
women to consider a high income and opportunities for professional 
advancement as a top workplace characteristics.  On the contrary, women are 
more likely than men to consider as the preferred characteristics of the job 
description and shorter working hours.  Their data showed that gender 
differences regarding preferences regarding the characteristics of the job 
position for married women and married men employed full-time were 
relatively small.  Nevertheless, they could indicate gender significant predictor 
of preference, on the base of their research, for the three characteristics of the 
job: meaningful work, opportunities for professional advancement and job 
security.  Women more likely than men preferred to work with meaningful 
content and greater confidence and were less likely to give priority to career 
possibilities.  The authors concede that such preferences can lead women to 
choose such jobs, which are paid less, and thus contribute to the gender wage 
differences.  At the same time, the authors have identified education as a 
further significant preferences predictor.  People with higher levels of 
education gave more priority to high income and opportunities for 
advancement.  The authors state that white-collar workers are more often 
identified with high incomes, while the blue prioritise job security.  
 At the same time, the research by Tolbert and Moen did not confirm 
that the different preferences of men and women would no converging over 
time, it rather suggest that they will persist.  These findings are consistent with 
many previous studies that have reached essentially the same findings - the 
fact that men more than women prefer extrinsic rewards, while women prefer 
intrinsic rewards (Tolbert & Moen, 1998; Miles, 2013).  
 Data by Barbulescu and Bidwell (2013) also confirmed the hypothesis 
that women prefer a position with anticipated positive attitude towards work-
life balance.  It covered the positions in general management, which were 
preferred by women for finance and consulting where the path to reconciling 
work and family life is harder. Further, the researchers confirmed that women 
were less likely to identify with a position that is generally perceived as 
masculine, while women are less likely than men to expect that they would be 
given an offer of such a position and they are also less likely to expect the 
success, namely that they could actually get  such a position. 
 Miles (2013) in the research wondered why educated and successful 
women leave the job.  From the statistics, it had shown that the examined 10-
year period (US Census Bureau, 2003), the women left jobs five times more 
frequently than men.  And it confirmed the hypothesis that the reason was the 
impossibility of reconciling the responsibility for work and home.  
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 In this paper we formulate four hypotheses.  Our first hypothesis is 
based on the above stated facts and will cover the preferences about the level 
of the salary.  
 
H1: Women are less likely than men to prefer positions with high salary.  
 Other findings were brought by research conducted by Barbulescu and 
Bidwell (2013).  They examined the factors according to which the equally 
qualified men and women choose their job position.  They chose a 
homogeneous group of MBA programme graduates, which were prepared for 
well-paid and influential positions in general management, finance and 
consulting, which are traditionally the domain of men.  They found that all 
graduates of the MBA programme applied for well-paid jobs, respectively the 
relationship between gender and salary levels was not significant.  Their 
research did not confirm the hypothesis that women are less likely than men 
to choose positions with high salary.  Students of these programmes are 
ambitious, investing heavily in their careers and are looking for a position at a 
high level of pay and prestige, without distinction of gender.  Similar 
conclusions were reached also by O'Neill and O'Reilly (2010) in their study.  
 Because we consider this as an interesting finding, we are going to test 
similarly the data from out dataset, we will therefore assume that  
 
H2: University (and higher) education increases the preference for 
positions with high salary.  Women and men with university (and higher) 
education prefer a position with a high salary with equal probability.  
 Croson and Gneezy (2009) identified a robust gender differences in 
three areas: the preference for risk (risk preferences), social preferences 
(social preferences), and preferences regarding competition (competitive 
preferences).  By the method of economic experiments, they confirmed their 
hypothesis that women are more risk-averse than men.  This conclusion is 
consistent within numerous other studies that examine the relationship of 
women to risk in different situations and different methods.  Croson and 
Gneezy further precise their conclusions that unmarried women are more risk 
averse than unmarried men and women generally invest more conservatively 
than men.  The explanation is seen in different emotional reactions to risky 
situations in which women show a greater intensity of nervousness in 
anticipation of a negative outcome than men.  This causes low utility of risk 
alternatives and establishes a different relationship to the risk for women as 
opposed to men.  Men understand the risk situation as a challenge, they are 
more self-confident, and it leads to a greater risk tolerance.  
 Surveys that focus only on selected groups of workers, however, are 
running again to different conclusions.  Atkinson, Baird and Frye (2003) 
compared the investment behaviour of managers and entrepreneurs.  They 
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found that the risk preferences regarding gender did not significantly differ;  
differences were associated with investment knowledge and the extent of 
property.  Johnson and Powell (1994) have reported similar conclusion.  They 
examined the decision-making characteristic of men and women in 
management (with formal management education and managerial 
management position) and non-management population (without formal 
management education and without managerial positions).  In the group of 
managers, men and women showed the same willingness to take risks and 
make decisions the same quality, but in the non-management group, the 
women were more risk-averse than men.  The authors interpret these results 
as a result of free choice of jobs.  People, who prefer more risk than others, 
choose managerial positions because they are ready to face the risk.  Just when 
women choose this position, then they have a similar relationship to risk as 
men in these positions and make similar decisions.  
 It can be assumed that this gap will exist also between employees.  
Therefore, our third hypothesis will be 
 
H3: Women are more risk averse than men and have lower preferences 
for the competitive situation than men  
Models  
 To validate our first hypothesis, we use the method of Probit, when we 
estimate the probability that the respondent prefers intrinsic rewards 
depending on a number of variables.  The first and most important is the zero-
unit variable Woman which takes the value 1 for women and 0 for men.  By 
cleaning the estimate from three variables recording the respondent's 
education and seven other variables with personality and work performance 
characteristics we obtain, for the variable Woman, the estimation of the impact 
of gender itself on the preference intrinsic rewards, and we expect that this 
impact will be positive.  
 To verify the first hypothesis, we compiled, on the basis of the above, 
the following model:  
 P (Intrinsic i = 1 | x) = β 0 + β 1 Woman i + β 2 Secondary education 
di + β3 Secondary education with school diploma i + β4 University education 
i + β5 Time at Work i + β6 Partner works i + β7 Preference career i + β8 
Pride i + β9 Request to increase i  + β10 log (Income) i + β11 Individual 
approach i + u i  
 In this model, we expect due to the hypothesis that the coefficient β 1 
assume positive and significant value, therefore that women prefer more 
intrinsic rewards than men.  
 To test the second hypothesis, we added to the first model, two more 
variables capturing the combined effect of gender and graduating from 
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university, so Woman university and Man university.  We estimate Model 2 in 
the form:  
  P (Intrinsic i = 1 | x) = β 0 + β 1 Woman i + β 2 Secondary education i 
+ β3 Secondary education with school diploma i + β4 Time at Work i + β5 
Partner works i  + β6 Preference career i + β7 Pride i + β8 Request to increase 
i + β9 log (Income) i + β10 Individual approach i + β11 Woman university i  
+ β12 Man university i +  u i  
 In this model, we will consider the second hypothesis as proven if the 
sum of the coefficients β 1 + β 11 is negative and will take the same values as 
the coefficient β 12. In other words, we confirm the hypothesis, if on the one 
hand, university-educated women prefer less intrinsic rewards through their 
education and also men, while for university educated people it does not 
depend on gender.  So if the first hypothesis is correct, the preference penalty 
of  intrinsic rewards for university education for women is higher than the 
bonus to their preference for the sex itself, i.e. β 1 <-β 3  
 To verify the third hypothesis, we use the least squares method.  The 
explained variable is the amount of risk accepted, which is expressed on a 
scale of 1 to 10 where 1 is no risk at all and 10 is very high risk. Model 3 will 
therefore be estimated in the form:  
  The risk level = β 0 + β 1 Woman i + β2 Secondary education with 
school diploma i + β3 University education i + β4 Partner works i + β5 
Preference career i + β6 Pride i + β7 Request to increase i + β8 log (Income) 
i + β9 individual approach i +  β10 Age 25-34 + β11 Partner + u i  
 Due to the hypothesis tested, we expect that women will prefer less 
risk, therefore, that the coefficient β 1 is significant and negative.  
 Finally, we estimate a model 4, where we add again to the model 3 
variables capturing the combined effect of gender and higher education.  
Model 4 will be estimated in the form:  
  The risk level = β 0 + β 1 Woman i + β2 Secondary education with 
school diploma i + β3 Partner  works i  + β4 Preference career i + β5 Pride i 
+ β6 Request to increase i + β7 log (Income) i + β8 Individual approach i + 
β9 Age 25-34 + Partner β10 + β11 Woman with university i + β12 Man with 
university+  u i  
  
Data  
 Data for this research include 1984 observations when a Czech 
employee aged from 25 to 54 years, working actively during survey, was 
elected as the observed unit. Data come from a questionnaire survey from the 
project of the Czech Science Foundation, No.  GAP402/ 11/2464 
Measurement of wage discrimination by gender in 2011 in the Czech 
Republic.  
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 The crucial variable for the verification of our hypotheses is a new 
variable Intrinsic created from our data.  It was defined as Intrinsic = 1 if the 
respondent answered most questions concerning precisely these values 
positively.  For each question, the respondent had a choice of four answers 
(yes, rather yes, rather no, no), while we consider as positive both yes and 
rather yes.  These questions were five, therefore, we consider that an 
affirmative answer at least three in cases, the respondent prefers intrinsic 
rewards.  The five given questions are asked about preference for job security, 
flexibility of employment (opportunity to work at home, to work part-time, 
flexible hours, etc.), the possibility of self-fulfilment in employment, lower 
stress, and good interpersonal relationships in the workplace, always 
compared with the amount of wage. Intrinsic finally takes positive values in 
nearly 37 percent of cases.  Even from a simple comparison, it can be seen that 
the intrinsic rewards are given higher preference by women (44%) than by 
men (31%).  For a more detailed verification, however, it will be useful to 
clean impact on preference for remunerations from other influences, which 
may differ for men and women.  
 Another important variable is the Level of risk.  It is built on a scale of 
0-10 based on the question: "How high is the risk you are ready to carry in 
your working career?  Mark your position on the following scale from 0 (no 
risk) to 10 (very high risk). " This variable was for several models transformed 
into the form of zero-unit variables, where, however, showed a range of 
economic and econometric problems, therefore, it remain used in this work as 
variable with values of 0-10, while the frequency division was tested positive 
as normal.  Already from the dataset overview, it is apparent that the amount 
of risk accepted by women is lower than by men.  Although the average of 
respondents is 5, for women it is about 4 and in for men approximately 6. 
 In addition to these variables, we use a number of variables capturing 
the personal and professional characteristics, such as gender (woman = 1 for 
women), education, income, age, relationship, etc.  
 Overview dataset is recorded in Table 1.  
Table 1 – Dataset overview (%) 
Characteristic Population Women Men 
Intrinsic rewards 37 44 31 
Risk level (0-10) 5 4 6 
Primary education 4 4 4 
Secondary education  74 71 76 
University education  21 24 20 
Number of hours at work 42 40 43 
Partner works 60 67 53 
Preference career 29 22 36 
Pride 76 76 77 
Request for salary increase 50 42 57 
Income (CZK) 20 196 17 550 22 559 
Individual approach 46 46 47 
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Partner 71 71 71 
Age (years) 39 39 39 
One or more children 67 72 62 
Feeling of discrimination 8 13 4 
Great city 23 24 22 
n = 1984,936,1048 
 
Results and Discussion  
 The results of estimation of the above presented models are 
summarized in Table 2:  
Table 2 – Result of models 
Explained 
variable 
Intrinsic 
rewards 
 Level of risk  
Explanatory 
variable 
Model 1 
Probit 
Marginal effects 
Model 2 
Probit 
Marginal effects 
Model 3 
OLS 
Model 4 
OLS 
Constant 2,674 +++ 
(0,929) 
2,726+++ 
(0,931) 
- 3,517++ - 3,463++ 
(1,548) 
Woman 0,056++ 0,044++ -0,660+++ 
(0,111) 
-0,692++ 
(0,123) 
Secondary 
education 
0,136++ 0,135++   
School diploma 0,262+++ 0,263+++ 0,351+++ 
(0,116) 
0,355+++ 
(0,117) 
University 
education 
0,372+++  0,430+++ 
(0,145) 
 
Time at work -0,003+ -0,003+   
Partner works 0,053++ 0,053++ -0,427+++ 
(0,163) 
-0,430+++ 
(0,163) 
Preference career -0,079+++ -0,079+++ 0,406+++ 
(0,110) 
0,407+++ 
(0,110) 
Pride 0,045+ 0,044+ 0,324+++ 
(0,118) 
0,322+++ 
0,118) 
Request for salary 
increase 
-0,084+++ -0,085+++ 0,645+++ 0,644+++ 
Income (log) -0,130+++ -0,131+++ 0,764+++ 
(0,158) 
0,760+++ 
(0,158) 
Individual 
approach 
0,124+++ 0,126+++ 0,297+++ 
(0,102) 
0,300+++ 
(0,103) 
Age 25-34   0,251++ 
(0,106) 
0,248++ 
(0,106) 
Partner   0,396++ 
(0,175) 
0,399++ 
(0,175) 
Woman university-
educated 
 0,349+++  0,500+++ 
(0,189) 
Men university-
educated 
 0,396+++  0,362+ 
(0,187) 
AdjR2 0,120 0,121 0,123 0,123 
n = 1984, AdjR2  is adjusted coefficient of determination 
standard error of  constant is given in brackets 
+++, ++, + ,  the significance of the estimation at 1%,5%, and 10% level of signifikance 
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 Model 1 was estimated to verify the first hypothesis about the intrinsic 
rewards preference for women.  It shows that for women, the intrinsic rewards 
preferences are actually more important than for men, and the difference is 
about 6%.  The estimation is significant and model 1 correctly predicts 65,7% 
of cases.  The model was also tested positively for the normality of residues 
and negatively for the unbearable collinearity.  Hypothesis 1 is therefore 
confirmed - women prefer less likely than men the positions with higher 
salary.  So, the hypothesis formulated by Tolbert and Moen (1998) and 
verified a number of following authors, was confirmed.  
 At this point, we cannot finally answer the question, what causes this 
difference between men and women.  Gender studies formulated a number of 
hypotheses of social and cultural determination of different views, for the 
purposes of our economic examination, however, we limit ourselves to saying 
that this distinction clearly exists.  
 The fact known from studies of gender wage gap, that a simple 
comparison of the differences between men and women provides greater value 
than that displayed by a more complex estimation cleaned from other factors, 
turns out.  When a simple comparison reveals that the intrinsic rewards are 
preferred by women in 44% and by men and 31% of cases, i.e. they are  are 
more preferred by women by 42% (13 percentage points).  After cleaning from 
a  range of influences, this difference falls down about 6%.  
 The reverse causality is excluded in these models to explain the 
influence of sex as it does not make sense that preference intrinsic rewards 
determined the sex of the respondents.  
 Among other variables, it is interesting, and against our expectations 
that with higher education the preference intrinsic rewards is growing.  
Compared to respondents with primary education,  it is 14% more with 
secondary education, 26 % more with secondary school with diploma, and 
with university graduates and even by 37%.  There we can assume the 
relationship when higher education leads to a preference for intrinsic rewards 
while their preferences lead to higher education, since these respondents have 
lower opportunity cost of their studies.  
 Higher salary compared to non-financial rewards is preferred by those 
who work more hours per week, respondents who prefer career for family, 
those who asked for a raise of and, not surprisingly, also respondents with 
higher income.  
 Conversely, intrinsic rewards versus higher salary is connected in 
addition to the aforementioned education to the pride of respondents, to the 
work with an individual approach and also whether the partner of the 
respondent is working.  If the partner works, people rather prefer intrinsic 
rewards, more than 5% compared to respondents without a partner or with a 
partner who does not work.  The influence of children nor their number, age 
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of respondents, either the region or municipality size, was not confirmed.  All 
these variables were insignificant in various estimates.  
 It is interesting that even within the various intrinsic rewards, there are 
differences between men and women, as shown in Table 3, and that in all 
categories examined women prefer a salary less than men.  
Table 3 – Preference intrinsic reward (%) 
Intrinsic  vs.  Population Women Men 
Job security 75 80 69 
Flexibility 20  23 18 
Fulfilment 28 30 26 
Lower stress 33 39 27 
Interpersonal 
relations 
53 61 47 
n =1984,936,1048  
 
 Model 2 has been expanded in comparison to the previous one with 
two combined variables capturing the influence of university studies for men 
and women.  The model correctly predicts 66% of cases and residuals are 
normally distributed, and again in the model is no unsustainable colinearity 
present.  Estimation of variables is almost identical to the previous model, with 
the exception of sex and higher education.  
 The estimation for the variable sex (woman) is now at 4%, but sex is 
reflected in the combined variable (Woman with universities).  Women 
without university then differ from  the men without university differs by 4%.  
Bonus of intrinsic rewards preference for women with university education is 
35% + 4% for gender, for men 40%, both estimates are significant.  The 
numbers 40% for men and 39% for women are due to the amount of standard 
deviations regarded as similar numbers.  
 The second hypothesis is rebutted for the Czech Republic, although its 
part remains valid.  It is true that among university-educated respondents there 
is no difference in gender in the preference intrinsic rewards. Men and women 
with a university prefer the level of salary and non-financial rewards with the 
same probability, while for respondents without university education, there is 
a higher preference for salary for men.  The second part of the hypothesis is 
not confirmed.  Respondents with university education prefer intrinsic 
rewards more, and even by 40%.  
 For a better test of this hypothesis, it would be appropriate to monitor 
the respondents in time and see what is the effect of university to respondents 
who had not previously have a university degree and earned it later.  The 
problem would be that the plan for university education can occur several 
years before the study, then it would be necessary to monitor the change only 
for students who graduated from university, although before did not want to, 
which we consider methodologically very problematic.  
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 Models 3 and 4 were assembled for verification of the third hypothesis 
and to complement the previous two.  From the estimation of the model 3 it is 
seen that women actually prefer lower risk by an average of approximately 0.7 
points on a scale from 0-10.  Again, it shows that compared to the 
aforementioned simple estimation of data, where women prefer the risk by 2 
points less compared to men, the cleaned and more accurate estimation of this 
difference is reduced to less than half.  Nevertheless, our third hypothesis is 
confirmed.  
 In the original model, the impact of university education was positive 
0.4 point.  When estimating variables combining gender and higher education, 
it is shown that women with lower than a university education prefer the risk 
by 0.7 percentage points less than men with equivalent education and other 
characteristics, but women with a university compared to these men prefer risk 
only 0,2 points less.  In comparison with university educated men, the 
university educated women prefer the risk by 0.6 percentage points less.  
Bonus for university at the risk preference for women is 0.1 points higher.  
 It is logical objection that the Level of risk is a subjective variable and 
a comparable situation can be considered little risky by one respondent and 
very risky by the other.  On the other hand, the discussion on subjective 
variables in the literature is wide and they are still being used.  It has already 
been argued that people are influenced by the subjectively perceived risk, and 
not by the objective one.  
 For other variables, we have again the expected impact.  The amount 
of risk accepted is enhanced by education, career preferences and not family 
preferences, pride of respondents, previous request for an increase in salary, 
income, individual approach, partnership and a higher risk are accepted by 
rather younger respondents.  An interesting finding is that the amount of risk 
accepted is not affected by children nor their number, there is no difference 
between respondents in middle age or older and we have not demonstrated 
either difference across regions and within differently sized cities.  
 Differences between men and women on the labour market in the 
Czech Republic demonstrably exist.  It is shown that after cleaning from other 
effects, these differences are smaller, but still significant.  Outside the theories 
of social and cultural determination, there are several economic explanations, 
such as a different relationship to the competition (which can also be 
determined socially or culturally) or evaluation of their own abilities (which 
is subject to the same).  
 Gneezy, Niederle and Rustichini (2003) found in laboratory 
experiments that the performance of men is influenced more by competition 
circumstances than the performance of women. In a situation of competition, 
the men were able to make additional efforts, while women were not. Also 
Croson and Gneezy (2009) in the laboratory confirmed that men are more 
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susceptible to competition, understand it as a challenge, an opportunity to 
apply the skills. Women, on the contrary, showed much less preference for a 
competitive environment. Men and women can freely choose different 
working environment (self-selection) just in terms of the level of risk. The 
explanation for their assertion is sought in genetics and upbringing. 
 Correll (2004) also examined by experiment, how the evaluation of 
their own skills and competencies affects the careers of men and women. The 
model implies that when men and women have different evaluations of their 
own skills and competencies in fulfilment of relevant tasks, they will shape 
different aspirations for the development of their careers. This was confirmed 
by the data from the experiment. Men rated their skills higher than women, 
and also had higher aspirations for career and competences to fulfil the task 
than women, even though their skills were the same. Men and women then did 
different career choices. The author sees the explanation in different 
preferences and different ways to maximize the utility for men and women, 
which subsequently leads to differences in men's and women's choices about 
careers. (Correll, 2004). Thus the hypothesis that gender differences in self-
valuation of  skills and competencies lead to gender difference in shaping 
aspirations for a career course, to different preferences and different career 
choices, proved to be confirmed in this research. 
 Thus it is proved that men evaluate their skills and competencies 
higher than women, and this affects their career choices. This is an interesting 
hypothesis and it would be appropriate to test it also on the Czech data, which 
are unfortunately not available for us. 
 
Conclusion  
 The question of differences between men and women in the labour 
market is constantly and widely discussed topic, not only in economics. This 
paper focuses on the theory of preferences and shows that this theory is valid 
also on the Czech labour market. It confirmed that part of the wage gap 
between men and women can be explained by discrimination, but also part of 
the employees' own preferences. If women have lower wages because they 
prefer them in order to have any other non-monetary rewards, such as better 
working relationships and lower stress, then it may be part of the wage 
difference accorded to preferences. 
 In this paper, we posed three hypotheses, which we verified on the 
basis of four models using 1984 observations of Czech employees in 2011.  
 The first hypothesis directly examined the preferences of intrinsic 
rewards for the level of salary. On the base of the answers about the 
preferences of the respondents, a summary variable was prepared, which 
identified respondents with a preference intrinsic rewards . The first 
hypothesis then said that women will prefer intrinsic rewards compared to the 
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salary more likely than men. This hypothesis was verified at several levels. On 
a simple comparison of the actual variable, it was showed that women prefer 
salary actually less, even in all five categories of the variable. Moreover, this 
fact is true even after cleaning the impact from other significant variables. 
 The second hypothesis was based on the finding that in case of people 
with university education, this difference was not observed. Additionally, 
previous research has found that university education itself increases the 
preference for a higher salary. So the hypothesis was that women with a 
university will prefer the intrinsic rewards as well as men with university. At 
the same time, we assumed that university brings in the Czech Republic 
increased preference salary against intrinsic rewards. For these purposes, 
additional model was compiled, which showed that the hypothesis is valid 
only in its first half. It turned out that among university-educated respondents, 
the gender is not important. On the other hand, we found in the Czech Republic 
the opposite relationship than, for example Barbulescu and Bidwell (2013). 
Czech data shows that university is associated with a higher preference 
intrinsic rewards, by 40%. Since these are subjectively reported data, it is 
possible that university educated people with higher salary state about 
themselves, that they do not prefer higher salary because they already have it. 
The influence of income on the preference of income, however, proved to be 
positive. The explanation may be in really different preferences Czech of 
university graduated employees. 
 The third hypothesis states that women prefer less risk. For this, we 
compiled two more models in a similar specification as for the first two 
hypotheses. It turned out that women actually prefer less risk than men, by 0.7 
points on a scale of 0-10.. University adds to women a bonus to the risk 
preference 0.5 point and to men 0.4. University educated women prefer more 
risk, but still less than men, although the gap narrowed by 0.1 percentage 
points. The third hypothesis was thus confirmed. 
 Based on the available data it is therefore clear that in the Czech 
Republic, women prefer intrinsic rewards against the salary more likely than 
men, while for people with university education, gender does not matter. 
Women are also impacted by lower risk preferences than men, both among 
university educated and with lower levels of education. 
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